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conditions have developed in certain portions, witli ] ar('iniutn 
rnacrocarpon, Calojunjon pulchcUus, IVius Vernix, and Spha/jnum 
as common inliahitants. Crotalaria, ho\v(‘ver, was found in 
somewhat drier f>;round, among outlying small s{M‘cim(Uis of 
Rohinia viscosa, a plant which has formed a d(>ns(‘ thicket with 
small outlying s|)(‘eim(‘ns yearly appcniring. 

All these plants I have found belong to the St. Lawnuice basin, 
which, how(‘ver, is not far from the Mississipi)i basin, both being 
in Lake C'o. It .s(>ems to me that these speciiiKuis have migrated 
in a natural manner, aniving in the localities after the ground 
has becom(‘ favorable. Specimens have been sent to the (I ray 
Herbarium.— Edwin D. Hull, Gary, Indiana. 


The Geogkaphic »Segregation of Monarda fistulosa and 


ITS Var. mollis. 


Jishdosa 


the low('r surfaci's of the younger leaves strigose-hirsute with 
elongate trichomes; M. niollis L., whether considered a distinct 
spc'cies or as a variety of M. fistulosa, has the lower surfaces only 
minut(4y pulxMuh'nt to glabrescent, at most with verv short 


hairs. 


of 


Hot. XX. no. 2: 147-194 (1942) McClintock & Epling merge the 
two as one species, not even separating them as v’arieties; and 
they have diligently placed u|)on nearly 200 sheets in the Gra}'^ 
Herbarium of var. mollis (L.) 



d or M. mollis L. labels 
stating that these plants are all M. fistulosa. Now it so happens 
that such clo.S(‘ students of our eastern mints as Bentham, Gray, 
Watson, Wiegand & kjames, Deam and many others, none of 
them “splitters,’' have regularly recognized v’ar. mollis as fairly 
distinct; and certainly in its natural range it is much more 

‘ The liiblioKraphic references to this plant, under A/, fistulosa, in the recent Review 
would have Kained by c-iireful checkin^?. The references as Kiv(*n there are: “A/. 
mollis L., Anioen, Acad. 3: 390, 1704” and “A/, fistulosa var. mollis L., Sp. PI., ed. 2, 2: 
32, 1762.” In the Stockholm (original) issue of Amoenitates Acadeinicae the descrip¬ 
tion of A/, rnollis is in vol. iii. p. 399 (not 390) ; and, according to Pritzel, this volume 
was published in 1756 (not 1764). Furthermore, it is clear that Linnaeus did not 
mak(« tin* combination M. fistulosa, var. mollis, wrongly ascribed to him. Looking up 
the reference given by McC'lintock & Epling, to “L.. Sp. PI. ed. 2, 2: 32” one finds 
that vol. 2 follows without repaging the numbering of pages of vol. 1. The first page 
of vol. 2 Ls 785; the la.st in vol. i, p. 784. In vol. i (not “2”), on p. 32 Linnaeus, as was 
his fn^quent custom, treated the A/, juollis of Amoen, Acad, as an unnamed variety of 
A/, fistulosa: ‘‘^i. Monarda mollis. Amoen. acad. 3. p. 399.” He did not give a varietal 
name. The varietal combination was first and correctly made by Bentham, Labiat. 
(Jen. Sp. 317 (1833). 
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coininoii and \vide-sj)read than the plant with long trichomes on 


the lower leaf-surfa(*es. The latter has been in cultivation and 
in some areas is obviously a waif from such introduction. In 
southwestern Maine, for instance, true M. fistulosa is only a 
garden-escape, but var. mollis is indigenous at the borders of dry 
woods or in dry thickets. Taking the representation before me, I 
get for apparently indigenous plants the following scores: from 


fistulosa 


Mass 


(east of the Connecticut) 3 and 29; from Connecticut 6 and 16; 
from upland Virginia 11 and 1; from upland North Carolina 9 


and 3; from Illinois 1 and 14; from Iowa 0 and 5; from Oklahoma 
0 and 10. If one applies a reading-glass to McClintock & 
TCpling’s map 8 he will note that true M. fistulosa, “spreading 
hairs only”, indicated by a solid triangle, is recorded chiefly 
along the Appalachian Upland, from central-western Massachu¬ 
setts to the mountains of western North Carolina and eastern 
Tennessee. That is, as it has generally been understood, most 
typical M. fistulosa. Some sheets before me give it a slightly 
broader range but, surely, var. mollis, usually without any strik¬ 
ing transition in pubescence of leaves, is by far the more widely 
dispersed and generally commoner extreme of the species. 


M. FISTULOSA L., var. menthaefolia (Graham), comb. nov. 
M. menthaefolia Graham in Edinb. New Phil. Journ. 387 (1829). 
M. mollis, var. menthaefolia (Graham) Fernald in Rhodora, iii. 
15(1901). 


Var. menthaefolia is the cluof representative of Monarda 
fistulosa, var. mollis in the Great Plains and Rocky Mountain 


regions, extending eastward to Manitoba and Minnesota and 
distinguished by its stiffer and mostly simpler and lower stems 
and shorter-petioled leaves, the normal responses to a more arid 
climate and soil. I am quite unable to follow Rydberg, Nelson, 
McClintock & Epling and others who maintain it as “a species 
of the Rocky Mountains ranging into Texas south of New 
Mexico” (a novel way of saying south to Trans-Pecos Texas), 
the range given by the latter authors in their key (their p. 157); 
neither were Bentham, Gray and some other earlier students of 
the group, who even gave up trying to separate var. menthaefolia 
from var. mollis. On the whole it is a reasonably good geographic 
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variety, ranging, as actually cited and mai)ped by McClintock & 

Epling, to the nortluMii tip of Vaiurouvcu* Island at the west, to 

the l)order of Minnesota at the east. In the eastern part of its 

range it passes inscaisibly into var. mollis and various specimens 

in the Grav H(*rl)arium labelled bv the recent r(‘viewers of the 

• % 

g(*nus as M. menthacfolia are inseparable from others marked by 
them as M. fistulosa. -M. L. 1''kh\ald. 


The Validitv of Lithospehmum latifolium. —In the Report 
of the State Botanist of New York for 1921, House treats Litho- 
spcrmum 



ium Michx. FI. Bor.-Am. i. 131 (1803) as a later 
homonym and proposes, N. Y. State Mus. Bull. no. 243-244: 61 
(1923), a new combination for it: 


Lithospermum luteum (llaf.) comb. nov. 

L. 1 a t i f () 1 i u m Michx. FI. Bor. Am., I: 131. 1803. Not Forsk. 1775 
(' y p h o r i n a 1 a t i f o 1 i a Haf. Am. Mo. Mag., 4; 191. 1819 
C y p h o r i n a 1 u t e a Raf. Cat. 13. 1824 
L. 1 u t e s c e n s N. ('oleman, Cat. PI. Crand Rapids. 29. 1874 


Passing for th(‘ moment the fact that Rafinescpie’s proposed 
genus was Cyphorima, the most important point is House’s 
belief that P’orsk&l published a species Lithospermum latifolium 
in 1775. To be sure, this name was given by Jackson in Index 
Kew(‘nsis, und(‘r Lithospermum: ‘*latifoliurn, Forsk. FI. A(‘gypt. 
Arab. 39 = callosum”; but this seems to be one of the hundreds 
of cases where tho.se who worked on Jackson’s great bibliographic 
undertaking “{)ut one over on him”. Search in two copies of 
P\)rsk&l shows no L. latifolium; he had 5 sp(*cies of that genus, 
L. hispidum (p. 38), L. heUolropioides (p. 39), L. ciliatum (p. 39), 
L. any list ifoil U7n (p. 39) and L. digynum (p. 40). There is no 
L. latifolium but the last plirase on the page, following the habi¬ 
tat, “In desertis Kahirinis”, and the Arabic name, is “Charactere 
Lithosp. Purp. caer. sed nec repens, neque latifolium”. 


Phe 


last lin(^ ends halfway across the bottom of the page and its 
final “latifolium” evidently caught the eye of the tired indexer. 
Wondering how Jackson got the clew that the supposed L. 
‘datifolium, Forsk.” of Index Kewensis was the same as L. 
callosum, said by Jackson to grow in “Am. bor.; Peruv.”, we 









